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DETAILED ACTION 

The response and 37 CFR 1.131 declaration filed 3/8/04 have been considered 
in preparing this Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1- 2, 6, 9-11. 13, 18, 20, 23, 26, 29, 32, 34-35. 38 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dye, et al (5,969,728 hereinafter "Dye") in 
view of Laksono et al (6,339,427 hereinafter "Laksono") and Christie et al (6,157,996 
hereinafter "Christie"). 

4. Regarding claim 1 , representative of claims 9, 1 1 , 13, 18, 23, 29, 34-35. 38, Dye 
discloses a method of synchronizing graphics commands (Column 1, line 65 through 
Column 2. line 61) in a multi-stage graphics system (Column 9, line 33), comprising: 
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adding [texture, Claims 2, 1 1] (Column 5, line 52) draw commands (Column 7, lines 7-9) 
to entries in a [display instructions] list, the draw commands for drawing graphics on a 
frame (Column 3, lines 10-37); transferring the draw commands in the entry to a next 
stage in the graphics system (see above, Column 2, lines 15-22). 

Dye does not disclose drawing commands list. Laksono teaches drawing 
commands list (abstract, display command list). The motivation for combining 
synchronizing graphics commands with drawing command lists is to provide a reduction 
in host processor overhead while allowing a graphics processor to more efficiently 
obtain the command data to efficiently process graphics information (Column 2, line 50- 

55) . Laksono is evidence that at the time of the invention it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art of graphics processing to combine the benefits of graphics 
commands synchronization using display lists, as Dye discloses, with drawing 
command lists, as Laksono teaches, to improve graphics processing efficiency. 

The combination of Dye and Laksono does not disclose associating one or more 
predicate functions satisfiable upon the occurrence of a condition; and responsive to the 
satisfaction of the predicate functions associated with each entry. Christie teaches 
associating one or more predicate functions satisfiable upon the occurrence of a 
condition; and responsive to the satisfaction of the predicate functions associated with 
each entry (Column 6, line 51; Column 10, lines 44-61). The motivation for combining 
synchronizing graphics commands with predicate functions meeting conditions is to 
avoid performance penalty in a multi-stage pipelined processor (Column 2, line 23 - 

56) . Christie is evidence that at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 



Application/Control Number: 10/074,150 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2676 

one skilled in the art of graphics processing to combine the benefits of graphics 
commands synchronization using display lists, as Dye and Laksono discloses, with 
predicate functions that satisfy conditions, as Christie teaches, to improve graphics 
processing efficiency. Therefore, at least claims 1, 9, 11, 13, 18, 23, 29, 34-35 and 38 
would have been obvious in view of the combination of Dye. Laksono and Christie. 

[Further claims 18, 23, 29] graphics data including draw commands associated 
with one or more textures (Column 5, line 52); and 

[Further claim 35] receiving graphics data and program code from a developer 
(DirectDraw, Column 5, lines 32-33). 

5. Regarding claim 2, representative of claims 20, 26, 32, Dye discloses a method 
of claim 1 , further comprising: loading textures in to a texture memory of the graphics 
system (Column 5, lines 12-16; Column 6, lines 53-61). 

6. Regarding claim 6, representative of claim 10, Dye discloses a method of claim 
1 , wherein the [display instructions] list is stored, and wherein the entries in the list are 
transferred to the next stage (see above). 

7. Dye does not disclose drawing commands list stored in a queue transferred in a 
first in first out order. Laksono teaches drawing commands list (Fig. 1 and abstract) 
stored in a queue transfen-ed in a first in first out order (Fig. 1, circular FIFO and 
command FIFO). The motivation for combining synchronizing graphics commands with 
drawing command lists stored in a queue transferred in a first in first order is to better 
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match the graphics driver filling commands with the graphics processor drawing 
command rates (Fig. 1). Laksono is evidence that at the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art of graphics processing to combine the 
benefits of graphics commands synchronization using display lists, as Dye discloses, 
with drawing command lists stored in a queue transfenred in a first in first out order, as 
Laksono teaches, to better match graphics driver filling command and graphics 
processor command rates. Therefore, at least claims 6 and 10 would have been 
obvious in view of the combination of Dye, Laksono and Christie. 

8. Claims 3-5, 7-8, 14-1 7, 1 9, 21-22, 24-25, 27, 30-31 , 33, 36-37 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dye et al (5,969,728 hereinafter "Dye") in 
view of Laksono et al (6,404,428 hereinafter "Laksono") and Christie et al (6,157,996 
hereinafter "Christie"), as applied to claims 1,2, 18, 23, 29 and 35 above, and further in 
view of Baldwin et al (6,587,1 13 hereinafter "Baldwin"). 

9. Regarding claim 3, representative of claims 5, 21 , 24, 30, 36, Dye discloses a 
method of claim 2, wherein loading textures (see above). 

10. The combination of Dye, Laksono and Christie does not disclose comprising: 
determining whether a texture can be placed in the texture memory according to a 
linear, first-fit placement algorithm; if the determination is positive, loading the texture 
into the texture memory according to the linear, first-fit placement algorithm. Baldwin 
teaches according to a linear, first-fit placement algorithm; if the determination is 
positive, loading the texture into the texture memory according to the linear, first-fit 
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placement algorithm (Column 13, lines 18- 49; Column 22, lines 25-57). The motivation 
for combining synchronizing texture memory and graphics commands with loading 
texture memory in linear fashion is to enable reuse of data and multiple pre-loads at 
high data rates for modern computer rendering architectures (Column 21, line 20 - 38; 
Column 22, lines 61-64; Column 4, lines 45-50). Baldwin is evidence that at the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art of graphics processing 
to combine the benefits of graphics commands synchronization using display lists, as 
Dye discloses, with linear texture memory, as Baldwin teaches, to enable high speed 
graphics memory processing. Therefore, at least claims 3, 5, 21, 24, 30 and 36 would 
have been obvious in view of the combination of Baldwin, Dye, Laksono and Christie. 

11. Regarding claim 4, representative of claims 22, 25, 31, 37, Dye discloses a 
method of claim 2, wherein loading textures and adding instructions for a list (see 
above). 

12. The combination of Dye, Laksono and Christie does not disclose comprises: 
adding instructions for loading a texture into a texture load list; and loading textures into 
the texture memory according to the texture load list when texture memory is available. 
Baldwin teaches comprises: adding instructions for loading a texture into a texture load 
list; and loading textures into the texture memory according to the texture load list when 
texture memory is available (Column 21, lines 20-50). The motivation for combining 
synchronizing texture memory and graphics commands with loading texture memory in 
a load list is to expedite multiple loads of texture data in advance of when it is needed 
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(Column 21, line 33-41). Baldwin is evidence that at the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art of graphics processing to combine the 
benefits of graphics commands synchronization using display lists, as Dye discloses, 
with loading texture memory in lists, as Baldwin teaches, to expedite multiple loads of 
texture data in advance of when it is needed. Therefore, at least claims 4, 22, 25, 31, 
and 37 would have been obvious in view of the combination of Baldwin, Dye, Laksono 
and Christie. 

13. Regarding claim 7, representative of claim 8, Dye discloses the method of claim 
2, wherein loading comprises: textures in a texture memory. The combination of Dye, 
Laksono and Christie does not disclose scaling a texture to align the texture with a [32- 
bit] address boundary in the texture memory. Baldwin teaches scaling a texture to align 
the texture with an [32-bit] address boundary in the texture memory (Column 13, lines 
18-49; Column 14, lines 39-61; Column 22, lines 60-61). The motivation for combining 
synchronizing texture memory and graphics commands with scaling a texture to align 
on a 32-bit boundary is to fit the texture data into one page efficiently for most 2D use of 
texture maps for font, icon and stipple pattern storage (Column 13, lines 24-29). Baldwin 
is evidence that at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art of graphics processing to combine the benefits of graphics commands 
synchronization using display lists, as Dye discloses, with scaling texture data to align 
on a 32-bit address boundary, as Baldwin teaches, to fit texture data efficiently on one 
page of memory and match with most 2D data needs. Therefore, at least claims 7 and 
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8 would have been obvious in view of tlie combination of Baldwin, Dye, Laksono and 
Christie. 

14. Regarding claim 14, representative of claim 17, Dye discloses a method of claim 
1, wherein the graphics system is responsive to an occurence of a predetermined 
event in the graphics system to the next stage in the computer graphics system (see 
above, Figure 4, Column 9, line 39 through Column 10, line 50). 

15. The combination of Dye, Laksono and Christie does not disclose an interrupt 
service routine (ISR). Baldwin teaches an interrupt service routine (ISR) (Column 54, 
line 14). The motivation for combining synchronizing texture memory and graphics 
commands with interrupt service routine (ISR) is request a page of texture data to be 
read from host memory when it is not resident in the working set of texture data in 
advance of when it is needed (Column 11, line 64 through Column 12, line 31). Baldwin 
is evidence that at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art of graphics processing to combine the benefits of graphics commands 
synchronization using display lists, as Dye discloses, with an inten-upt service routine to 
request texture data in page length from the host in advance of when it is needed. 
Therefore, at least claims 14 and 17 would have been obvious in view of the 
combination of Baldwin, Dye, Laksono and Christie. 
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16. Regarding claim 15, representative of claims 16, 19, 27, 33, Dye discloses the 
method of claim 14, wherein the predetermined event is a swap event and loading of a 
texture memory of the graphics system (see above. Column 2; Column 9, lines 4-6). 

17. Clainfis 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dye 
et al (5,969,728 hereinafter "Dye") in view of Laksono at al (6,339,427 hereinafter 
"Laksono") and Christie et al (6,157,996 hereinafter "Christie") as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Case et al (5,315,696 hereinafter "Case"). 

18. Regarding claim 12, the combination of Dye, Laksono and Christie does not 
disclose a screen buffer, it being a back buffer. Case teaches a screen buffer being a 
back buffer, and holding the drawing function (Column 19, line 63 through Column 20, 
line 10). The motivation for combining synchronizing graphics commands with a back 
buffer and holding the drawing function is to preserve the internal state until modified 
without re-specifying pertinent graphics commands for a trivial draw operation and 
without reloading data (Column 19, line 28 through Column 20, line 5). Case is evidence 
that at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art of 
graphics processing to combine the benefits of graphics commands synchronization 
using display lists, as Dye discloses, with a background buffer and holding the drawing 
function, as Case teaches, to improve graphics processing efficiency. Therefore, at 
least claim 12 would have been obvious in view of the combination of Case, Dye, 
Laksono and Christie. 
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Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-38 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

2. Applicant's amendment (37 CFR 1.131 Declaration) necessitated the new 
ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS 
MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action Is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kee M Tung whose telephone number is 703-305-9660. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday - Friday from 5:30 am - 4:00 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Bella can be reached on 703-308-6829. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Kee M Tung 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2676 



